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RELATIONSHIPS AMO14G FACTORS IN NEW OF,PICER.
EFFECTIVElsiESS 'REPORT SYSTEM ,

example of performance. The 28% limitation onINTRODUCTION .

\In 1974,1tiewl'Air Farce Officer Effec4ess
Report (OER Y sYStem -became :operatioriat-
signiffcant change introduced in the systernIsthe ,
controlled distribution of Evaluation of Potential,
ratings in Block y of AF Focfn 707. ;The con-.
trolled distribution aspect of the system imposes.
lim. it of 22% sif the 131odk V ratings given by. a, _

reviewer in the top block; a limit ot28% in,the
second.bloCk, and the option, to diStribute- the
remaining 50% across, the bottom Jour blocs
These controls apply, only to 'reviewers. ThOirst ..
rating official in the 'chain, the rater, and the

'second, the additional, rater, are not *required to
conform to the specified distribution in assigningAtl

lock V ratings. Another significant :departure
from the old system is I'constraint placed' upon
the rater in assigning ratings to the 1Cf Performance
FactOrs in Block -III of Form 707. A rating on a
Peiformance Factor ma' range from Far Below
Standard to Well AboveAltandard. This range, is
graduated in five steps with Meets Standard atlhe
midpoint. The rater also has the option of using a
Not Observe ,, or Not Relevant rating, if
appropriate, on a specific factor. If the rate6lots
not use either the Meets Standard or Not Obserbed
block, he must documeni the rating with a specifit

second block ratings of Evaluation of YOte.ntial
ks, was removed in 1977.

A statistical analysis has been carried out to
focus 'on -the individual Perforinance Factors,
Evaluation of Potential ratings, gnd the interrela-
tionships,among these yariOles. Data used in'the
study are the ratings contained in 9,230 controlled
reports .prepared on lieutenant colonel ratees
during the -windov, period 30 November 1974 --
31. March 1975. These reports constitute- the fait

- controlled report cycle in the new OER system.

II; PERFORMANCE FACTORS

, -
For, the purpose of this study,,Performance

Factor ratings were a5signed numerical values from
5 for Above standard to I for Far Below
Standard. Not-Obsrved/Not Relevant ratings were
not converted to this numeric scale. Of the 9,230
reNrts, 9,149 had complete (numeric) data avail-
able`bn ,all 10 Performance Factors. The means

'cand standard deviations of ratings assigned by the
rater, by the additional rater, and by the reviewer
are displayed in Table 1.

Table 1. Performance Factor Means and Stan d rd Deviations

0

Performance Factor

Rater
Additional

Rater .RoViewer

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD

Job Knowledge 4.67 .60 4.67 .60, 4.67 .60

Judgment and Decisions
Plan and Organize WOrk

4.47
'4.53

.71

.69
I 4.46 -

4.52 .69
4.46
4.51

.72

.69

Management of Resources .70 4.51 .70 4,51 .70

Leadership 4.51 .71 4.50 .72 4.49 .72

Adaptability to Stress 4.49 .73 448 '.73 4.48 .73

Oral Communication, 4.42> '.75 4.41 .75 4.41 .75'
'Written Communication 4.46 .73 4.45, .73 4.45, .73

Professional Qualities 4.61 .67 4.61 .67 4.6,1 .67

Equal Opportunitw Ftartici6ation 4.42 , .80 4.41 .80 4.41 .80

5
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For the entire, group 16f 9,230 reports, the
percent of ratings assigned each Value by raters is
shown in Table 2. Percentaies are rountled to the
nearest tenth.

, .

It is evideht that the predominant factor rating
l's 5, Well Above Standard, for each..of ten
Per formanceFactors: The Job Knowledge .r .is

la d Well Above Standard more frefluently,
, than any other factor. Cenvosely, it is

rAt Meets Standard lisi*.firequeritly, 6.4%. ty an- 1
any (Alter factor. Oral, COmmunicdion is. rated
Well Above-St alidark by raters less-. frequently,
57.8%, than anS4'othe; facioi. Equal. dpportunitj, ,

Pa'rticipailon is me' Meets Standard more
frequently., 20:0%, than ..any. other factor. The-
raniber of BelOw Standard4dtings is insignificanL.---4'
It varies fr4m one for Equal Opportunity
Participation to 20 for the LeaderShip factor.

/, The is a' single ratiffg of Far Below Standard
t

'
amp g" the 9,230 reports. It is : for Professional
Qu ities- The; number of ,Not Observed ratings

ial

Tinges: fromz.ero fof Equal Opportunity Pa icipa- '
...pion to 59 sfodthe Management of esourteS
' factor. ir :'7

The 'decree to which separate rating officials in
pie rating Chain agree ,inthe use of, an
Factor ratings is suggested by ilearly identical

, means . for ,the three classes of rating officials' on
each Perforrnece Factor. This agreement is also
indicated by Me fact, that, of the 9,149 reports for
which complete diaare available, 93.1% covain.a

., \set of perforrnance Facto)4ratings ssigned by'.tize
rater whictt.j.i.i identical to- ratings ssigned! By the.

additional .rater.' idso,'..94.8% o Ale' reports
,contain identical Ts p:assigned by the rater,and
liy, the 'reviewer: e additional rater/revieiver.
;agreement is 9,5.5%. - 1." / , .- .1 -

Correlation coefficients reflecting the °- rela
:-.-tion ships, between Performance Factors were

computed for the 9,149 treports containing
complete flata.: Major Jesuits of this correlational
analysis are summarl3ed in Table- 3. Data are
organized seParately for ratings ks*,nea by 'raters',
liy- additional raters, and by reviewers: .The table
displays the highest and the lowest correlation of
each factor with the remaining factors within the
ratings gssigned by each type of rating cilia"; The
median is also rtporte'd.

4

IF

a

Table 2. Distribution of Performance Factor itatings
k(Raters)

$

1.

Ratings

Perfoimance Factor. 5 4 y 3
ti

2 Observed
Not

Jot Kno ledge 74.1% 19.4% 6.4%' 0.1% 0.0% 0.0%
J udgme and Decisions 59.9% 27.6% 12.4% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0%
Plan and Org e Work' .63.7% 25.4% 10.7% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0%
Management of esources 63.3% 24.5% 11,5% 0.1* 0.0% 6.7%
Leadershii; 63.3% 24.0% 12.3% 0.2% 0.0% 0/.1%
Adaptability to Stress .62.8% 23.3% 13.6% 0.2% 0.0% 0.2%
Oral Communication -- 57.8 %. 26.4% 15.7% .0.1% 0.0% 0.0%
Written Communication 60.1% 25.7% 14.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.1%
Professional atialiffes ,7(1..5% 18.3% L0.0% 0.2% 6.0% ' 0.0%
Equal Opportutnity kParticipation 61.4% 18.6% 20.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0:0%

Total , ( 43,8%
,Ns

23.3% 12.7% 0.1% 0.0%" 0:1%

6



PerfpfrWancePactor
.,

I
KnoWledge-

.1,t1 gment-and"DecIsions -,.
Plan 'and Prganize Work .'
1(.4 innageent or Resources

-LeadershiR . ..

Adapttabili to Stress
. OrVorm unication

Written Communication
Professional Qualities

1 Equal Opportunity Paptci

\ ',
Afl correlations' are positive.

ance Fa or liOkrorrelations

Ratlir-f
High Low' :1Mdh.

.60 A4
.7/2 2- :52
.66 ..-51 46(24
.64-C .55 k:60,

-3,2 .53 .64
.71 .630'
.66 .60
.66 .53 .59.

.6 ..54

.56 .44 . .55

i. aMbng ratings of Perforrrianle Fat-.
raters range to .72. The-

. from .5440 .6 .. Inspection of Ta
that- tat.e.rs' Performance Facto
moderately cOrrelated within all t
Factors and with minor differentia

° factors. The data alSo indicate a nea
, °raAgg.-ol., correlations, within the 4atings of

*Additional Rarer Reviewer

Igh Low Mdn. High Low Mdn.

.C59 t .43 .53 p58; 'A2 .53
a

,; .71 .52 , .63 .71 .51, .63
.64/ .51 .61 .64
.64 .53 .59 64 .53 7 .58
:7,1 .52 .4.3, .71 .52 , .63
.70 !I .554 .62 .70 .54 .61
.65 .53 .60 - .65 .52 .59
:65' .52 .58 .52 .56.

,.68 .52 .59 .68 .52' .58
.55° .43 ,454 - .55 ,.42. .53

e oOrrelations- officials is own in Table 4. The, correlation.
rs as,signed by/- coefficients' between eavh pair of rating officials

'1e: indicates
for the ratings on a given factor re shown.

le indicates
ngs are ,

formance
between

ly identical

Performahce'Factors assigned by additibnal raters
Well as tlici4e assigned by. reviewers:

The agreement batty en. the' use. ofPerformance
Eacf(i ratings among e levels' of rating_

it

In general, the cofrelations are extremely high
and ind_iete that only'in rare cases ,AO additional .

raters oveiride Performance Factor ratings assigned
by rat- s.. The correlations between the ratings
assigned . b additional raters and reviewers are
sliptly, but systematically, higher than those for
raters and additional raters. This indicates the ever
less frequent override of a factor rating b the

'reviewer.

o1

Table4.Correlation Between Rater Categories

PeHorn4nce Fictor.

Rater/
Additional

Ratpr . , Reviewer

Additional
Rater/

Reviewer

(:11)' Inomiledgy

udgrhent andbecisions'
an and OrOnizq Work.

Management of Resources
Leadership
Adaptdbility fo Stzess
Oral Com mitniCation
Written' ern munication:
Profe'ssi °n al Qualiti%
Equal ppcirtunit7 Participation

r
\

197
.97
.97

.96
:98

;' .97

.97
.97.

.96 .99
.96 :99
.96 1_99 A

.96 .99
96 .99

1

97

.97 1.00

.99
97 1.00

.97 1.00
'.97 .99.

-



III. PERFORMANCE PAcrogs AND
EVALU:ATION 0 POTENTIAL

In this section the relationships between
Performance Factor rating contained in Block III
of the pfficer Effectiveness Report and ratings of
Evalbation of Potential. in Block: V of the report
will be exaThined.' As background for this discus-
sion, summary statistics fOr, Block V ratings are
presented in Table 5. There are six blocks available
to rate Evaluation of% Potential. The controlled
distribution feature of the 'system imposes dolimit
of 22% of each reviewer's ratings in the top block
and a limit of 50% in the top two blocks. For the
purpose of this iepOrt, numerical values 1 through
6 haVe been assigned to top block, second
block, ...sixth block ratings.

Tabk 5. Distribution ofRating
of Evaluation of Potential .

Ratings of
Evaluation
of Potential

ft-
'Rater

Additival
Ref" Reviewer

1 41.5% 27.9% 21.8%
2 33.7% 32:77a - 29.0%
3 23.5%. 37.8% 47.3%
4 1.2% 1.5% 1.8%
5 / 0.170 0.1% 0.1%
6 0.0% 0.6% 0.0%

The controlled distribution target peicentages
have been elosely adheredtto across the population
of reviewers.

t.

The extent of the relationship between
kilkidual Performance Factor ratings assigned by
liters and .the Evaluation Qf Potential rating-is
presented in Table 6. .'he firSt coltimn displays the
validity of Block III ratings, assigned by the rater
for the rater's Evaluation of Potential ratings; the
second column displays the validity coefficients of
the ra er's Block III ratings for the additional
rater' Evaluation of Potential; and the final,
colun n contains the validitj, ceefficients Otrater's
Block Ili ratings for the reviewer's Evaluation of
Potential.-

All validity coefficients are negative, since
numerically high ratings' on Performance Factors
lend to be dssociated with numerically low ratings
on Evaluation of Potential. In displaying validity
coefficients in Table 6 and in the discussion which
follows, references to these negative correlation
coefficient's will be omitted,' since the negative

-signs are an artifact of the sealing procedure.
,

Validity coefficients for raters' Evaluation of
fotential ratings°. range from -.37 for Equal
Opportunity Participatior .to .60 for Leadership.
Except for Equal Opport)anity- Participation, the
validity coefficients are tightly'packed in the range
.47 t o .60. The same pattern of validity' N

coefficients is evident for -both additional 'raters'
and reviewers. Evaluations of Botential. However,
the magnitude of the validities systematically
decreases from the raters' to tht additional raters'
to the reviewers' Evaluations. f Potential. The 2
Lerdershi actor is the most v d for Evaluations
of Potential ch class ating offiCial. Equal
Opportunity .Part mation is' -t e least' valid in

Table 6. Validity of Iiiter Performance
Factors for Block V Ratings

(Sign Reversed)

Performance Factor Rater
Additional

Rater Reviewer

Job Knowledge .47 38 .34
Judgment and DeciSions .59 .48 .43

' Plan and Organize Work .54, `.45' .40
Management of Resource's .51 .41 .37
Leadership, 60 .50 .45
Adaptability to tress .57 .46 `)ti
Oral Communic tion .53 .40
Written Communication . .50 , .40 .36
Professional Qualities '?.52 .4.3 .39

Opportunit, Participation .37 :..30 .27

-



r
each class. Similarly, Judgment and Declsipns falls
next to Leadership fpor all 'three rating officials,.
and Job Knowledge MIs net to EquaLOpportu..
nity Pariiiipation for all three,rating officialk.

'To examine the extent to which combinations
df Performance FacfOrs account for ratings of
EvaluatiOn of Poteptial, several series of multiple
regression analyses were. performed. Using the
raters' Evaluation of Potential as the dependent
variable, tls squared Multiple correlation 'coeffi-
cient, R2. S the 10, Performance Factors is .4540.
This means that an optimally weighted linear
combination of Performance Factor ratings
assigned by-raters can account for 4;5% of the
variability within raters' Eyaluation t ?.Potential.
The coiresponding,R2 values are. .3036 arid .2438
for additional raters' and reviewers! Evaluations of
Potential, respectively, using rateit' Performance,
Faoltor ratings as independent variables. In the .flr§1
series- of 10 multiple regression problems, eacil.:of
the 10 Performance Factors was removed. The
cOmparlso4of the resulting R2- with the full model
R2 using all 10. Performance Factors as in4ePen-
dent variables indicates the extent of the indepen-
dent contribution of each Performance Fact-47.r to
the remaining nine Performance. Factors. A similar
series of 10 regression systems Was computed using
additional' raters'. Evaluation of Potential as the
dependent variable and deleting one of the 10
raters' Performance Factors in each of the
problems.- Finally, a third series was carried out
using the reviewers' EvalUation of POtential as the
dependent variable. A summarT of these results is
displayed in Table 7.

The Variable co
.the squared validit
Performance Fact

y columns in. Table,7di.iplay
coefficients(orthe individual

to illustrate how data' In
Tablg 7 may be interpreted, the 10. Perform'anie-,
Factoyge as a group haveian' R3 of .4540 for rak,41
Evaluation of Potential. When coilsideredd alone,
the Leadership factor has a squared validit coeffi-.
cient of .3618.1When.Leadership is removed from
the set, of 10 Performance Factors, the remaining
nine Performance Factors yield an R2 of .4408,
Individual. Performance Factors. a not for
between 14% and 36% of the variabilit in -raters'
Evaluation of Potential. However, nimeof the 19
independent contributions is of,practical

portance. These individual inkpendent con-
tributions range from .0007:. for Written Com-
m unication (.4540 tse .4533)-''to. .0132 for,
Leadership (.4520 to .4408). A "similar pattern
emerges when compatal data for .additional-1-
rater' and'rez,riewyrs' Evaluations of Potential are

I examined. 'Although iedividual. Performance
Factors differ semi ewhat in their predictability of
additional raters' and reviewers' Evaluations of
Potential, no single Performance Faetar makes a
sitstantial independent contribution to the pre-
dictability of these'two dependent variable-s.

& distinct decrease in -the, pre dictability oT the
dependent variable is observed between the raters',
additional raters', and reviewers' Evaluations of
Potential. In order to further ascertain and

p evaluate 'tlie nole of raters' Performance Factor.'
ratings in the assignment; ofreviewer ratings of
potential under the limitatiOns ofAhe onstraints

. imposed by the controlled disfrithition system,

vi)

Table 7. Predictability of Evaluation of Potential °

/
Peri oirna nce Factor

Rater Additional Rater Reviewe

Var.
OnlY

Var.
. D eleted'--

Var.
Only

Vat'.
Deleted

Var.
Only

Var.
Deleted

,

Job Knowledge .2229 ,4529 .1425 3033 ..)145

Judgement and Decisions .3506 .4451 .2971 .1879 ) .2420 !:

Plan and Organize Work .2940 .4506 .1995 .3001 .16.16 .2439

Management of Resources 2625 ..4523 .1694 -3030 .1385 .2460

Leadership.

Adaptability to Stress
.3618

/.3204
.4408
.4492

.2450

.2105
.2930
.3009

.2009
1670

',2373
.2452

Oral Comniunication .2831 .4497 .1921 .2996 :1583. .2430:

Written Communication .2459 .4533 .1586 .3034 .131.4 42463

Pr6fesSion al Qualities
5

.2758 .4524 .1822 .3027 .1513; :2455

Equid Opportunity Participation .1379 .4487 .0907 3000 .0750: .2438

e

.



. 7.

additional multiple regress f systems were
computed. For a model in which the leviewer's
Evaluation of Potential was the dependent variable
and the independent variables consisted of both
the rater's and additional rater's Evaluations of
Potential, as well as the 10 Performance Factor
ratings a-SSigned by the 'rater, the R2 is .7602.
When only the ratings of Evaluation of Poteritial
assigned by the, rater and by the additional rater
are used to predict, the reviewer's Evaluation of
Potential, R2 = .7599. It is evident that raters'
Performance Factor ratings have Virtually no.
.systematic relationship to reviewers' Evaluations
of 'Potential after the Evaluations of Potential
assigned by the rater and th'e additional rater have
been taken ,into account: The validity of the
additional raters' Evaluation of Potential for the
reviewers' Evaluation of Potential isk,87, and the

"squared validity is .7592. The validity of the
raters' -Evaluation of POtential is .69, and the
squared validity is .4713. While both EvalUation of
Potential variables (rater and additional rater) have
sUbstantial validities for the,reviewerS')Vvaluations
of Potential. and both variables individually
account for a larger proportion of the variability.in
reviewers' Evaluation of Potential than a linear
combination of all 10 Performance Factors, it is

clear that the additional raters' Evaluation of
Potential accounts for substantially all of the
predictable variance in the reviewers' Evaluation of
Potential. This fact is further substantiated by the
agreement between additional raters and reviewers
in 'assigning Evaluation of Potential ratings. On
84.4% of.. the reports the 'additional rater and
reviewer assigned identical ratings; in 15.1% the
reviewer lowered the -additional rater's rating
(higher numerical value on a cale of 1.:=6); and in
0.6%;the reviewer raised the rating: Corresponding
figures for the agreement between reviewers and
raters are 60.3%, 38.4%, and 1.3%, respectively.

When the rater's Evaluatiorrof Potential and his
ratings of .Performance Factors are used in a

multiple regression system to account for -the
additional rater's Evaluations of Potential, R2 =
.5929. As noted previously, the"squared multiple
correlation coefficient of 10 Performance Factors
for the ditional rater's Evaluation of Potential isw
.3036. e validity of the rater's Evaluation of
Potential for the additional rater's Evaluation of
Potential is .77, and the squared validity is .5903.
Although both' Performance Factor ratings and

.

rater's Evaluation of Potential' account for
substantial proportion of. the' variability in the
additional rater's Evaluation of Potential, the
independent contribution attributable to. the
rater's Evaluation of Potential is considerably

larger than that of the Performance Factors.'

IV. DISCUSSION

The majority of the Performance Factor rating
on the new .Fonn 707 are high, Mean Values for,
individual factors all exceed 4.4 on a five-poibt
scale. There is virtually no use of the lower half of
the scale. Only 0.2%, or 'fewer, of the reports
contained ratings of.,,2 (Below Standard) on any
Perfonnance Factor. Thy -.Far Below Standard
block was used on onlone report for a single
facto-1[.--Apparently, raters ,see. no particular
problem in providing specific examples of Above
Standard and Well Above Standard performance,
since tliese blocks are used in 23% and 63% of the
ratings, respectively. An analysis of the content of
specific examples cited by raters is beyond the
scope Of the present study. There would seem to
be some question as to whether specific examples
of Above Standard and Well Above Standard
performance -cited by raters are of uniform
quality.

In general, second- and third-level, raters in the
rating chain accept ratings of performance
proVided by the rater. There was complete agree-
afent in Performance Factor ratings between rater§
and additional raters in more than 93% of all
reports. Over 92% of the reports reflected
complete agreement between the raters and
reviewers. Over 98% of all reports reflect complete

.agreement between additional raters and reviewers.
The stability of PerforMance Factor mean values
across categories of rating officials and the
extremely high correlation coefficients between
each pair of types of rating officials for each
Performance Factor are further evidence of the
extent of dgreement. As might be expected, there
is slightly greater agreement betweeen additional
raters and reviewers than between raters and
additional raters. Agreement between raters and
reviewers, althoug 1, is slightly below the level
of agreement bet een raters and additional raters.

Intercorrelations among Performance . Factor
ratings are all po'sitive and of moderate degree.
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Equal Opportunity. Participation is, in general, less
:highly correlated with the remaining factors than
is arty other single factor.

Perforinance Factors taken in combination
cOrrelate more highly with Evaluation of Potential
ratings than do individual Performance Factors.
Although raters' Performance Factor ratings in
combination account for approxiniately 45% of
the variability in raters' Evaluation of Potential,
the percent of variance accounted for is reduced to
30% for additional raters' Evaluation of Potential
and to 24% fOr reviewers' Evaluation of Potential.
No single Performance Factor makes an appreci-

,..- able independent contribution to-these lev6Is of
predictive efficiency. The statistical analysis of the
data indicatettfiat one or more of the Perform-
ance FactOrs could be deleted from the Form 707
without affecting the manner in which the rating
official evaluates the ratee's potential. Com-
parisons involving the independent contribution of
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each of the Performance Factors indicate that it
would make very little difference, which Perform-
ance Factor or subset of Performance.Factors are,
removed froth consideration. Within the minor
differences that do appear, the Written Com-
munication and Job Knowledge factors make less
independent contribution than do the other
Performance Factors.

While raters' Performance Factors do account
in some degree for reviewers' Evalution of ,
Potential ratings, the best single predictor of
reviewers' Evaluation of Potential is theadditional
raters' Evaluation of Potential. Performance
Factor ratings add essentially nothing to the
predictive efficiency. provided by the additional
rate's' Evaluation of,,Potential.

The above discussion pertains to lieutenant
colonel reports. The use of Performance Factors
and t relationship of Performance Factors for
rating. of Evaluation of Potential may vary con-
sider bly as a function of the ratee's grade.
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